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The BAP reversed the bankruptcy court's oral ruling confirming
the debtor's plan.  The bankruptcy court held that a debtor's plan
could properly propose to pay an oversecured creditor, whose only
collateral is a security interest in the debtor's principal
residence, after the maturity date of the loan notwithstanding
§1322(b)(2).  The bankruptcy court held that the US District Court
for Oregon properly held in In re Vanasen that a debtor could
withhold payments for a short period of time on such a loan while
the debtor attempts to sell the property to recover a significant
equity in the property without violating §1322(b)(2)'s ban on
"modification" since such a delay did not amount to a modification.

By analogy to Vanasen, the bankruptcy court ruled that,
notwithstanding In re Seidel which prohibits extending the maturity
date on such a loan, the debtor could be granted a short period of
time to sell property and pay the creditor in full even after the
maturity date of the loan.  In Seidel, the debtor proposed to
reamortize the loan over an extended period and make monthly
payments while the debtor in this case proposed a brief extension
of the maturity date in order to sell the property and pay the
creditor in full.

The BAP reversed and held that the Code and Seidel do not
allow any extension of the maturity date in such a loan.  The BAP
pointed out that Vanasen was distinguishable on the ground the loan
in Vanasen had not yet matured.
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